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The taxpayer-consumer slave is forced to pay at both ends for
these inefficient enterprises rvhich offer shoddv services. In a
libertarian society these rvhite elenhants wouLd he the burden of
their investors. They would die a natural death by competition to
be replaced by new and more efficient firms.

Libertarianism asserts lvith enormous emnirical evidence,
and logical1y consistent economic theory, that there is no validly
rational, objective basis for government intervention in the market
place. Centrally-nlanned economies, are, and will altvavs be
economic disasters, promoting the political porverof bureaucratic
pLanners and sssuring the material stagnation of entire populati-ons.
There is no possible tvay for planners to duplicate the first-hand
knowledge of nroduction and exchanse factors which underlie the
rnillions of daily oricinq judeements which take nlace in a free
market economy and, in fact, rvhich must take rrlace in anv economv.
State central olanning is too s1orv, and too narror{ in its infor-
national input, to act as an effective substitute for the astTonomical
number of rnarket transactions and ranid indivi-dual adjustnents to
changing 1oca1 conditions. CentTal frlanninq attempts to replace
millions of brains r+ith the decision-rnak:-ng Dower of a ferv hundred
and ultimately rvith one. This cannot rvork effectively in a comrrlex
economy. It is in fact a thrortrback to the simpler agrarian-
hydrauli.c econonies of ancjent China and Eeynt. The factors involved
were far fewer and even then the regulatory bureaucracies made

catastrophic mistakes . 11

The free market rr'orks much like an enormolls real-time connuter
with hundreds of milli.ons of variable units. Every one of these units
have the capacity to make comnlex decisions based on theiT limited
and specialized understanding of the conditions that effect then.
These units are motivated bv the stron.qest Dossible incentive to
make the right choices--their own self-interest. The rnarket (rvhen

it is fu1lv free to operate) is alwavs superior to authoritari.an
central planning. Interistingly enough, the achievement of individual
self-interest tends to maximize the good of evervone. The desparate
economic condition of most areas of the rvorld in r+hat has come to
be called the "Third and Fourth l\'orld" nations, is a di"rect conseo_uence
of collectivization (tnationalization") and government tvrannv and
terror. The impoverished state of nost of Asia, Africa and South
America is directly proportional to the infringenrent on individual
private property rights. There is no "over porrulation" or resource
problem in the ',vor1d, only undercapitalization and statj-st destruction
of the means of oroduction, The trenendous economic successes of
.Iapan, and llongKong contradlct the ovefnooulation thesis. Both are
enjoying stunning rises in the standard of livine in srrite of
extremely sma11 resource bases. .Ianan, tvith a total land area of
I47,000 scl.uare miles, of rvhich onlv 1$?; is arable, supDorts a nonulation
of over 110 mil1ion.i'"D Its 5u6qsss in unlifting its oopulation is due to
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the extent to rvhich private pronertv and the free market have been
permitted to operate. The sane goes for relativelv capitalistic
Tairvan, south Korea, Singapore, south Africa and RJrocresia.

The impoverished condition of totalitarian states results
from the exnropriation and d:scouragenent of domestic rrrivate
capital accumulation and foreirR :nvestment. The recentlv formed
l'larxist state of Bengladesh is a good examnle of the total break-
down of economic procluction under the lootinq and corruption of
the ruline Arvami League. The go\/ernment has natcnalized BS?; of the
non-agricultural irrdrrstrv resultins in all-time lows in already
rroot ii.ring standards.2! onlv the redrrctlon of eovernnent inter-
vention can resusitate the econonv and c3r permit tlre end of socialist
chaos. Literally ten millions of nersons are dving each year of
starvation and malnutrition because of governnent intervention.

Ilong Kong in contrast to Bengladesh, is a smashing succes-s
plUcisely because govertment interference and bureaucratic narasitism
has been minimal. Its ner canita -ctandard of livi.ng has doubled
since 19(rl inspj-te of its lack of resources and havine onlv 404
square mi les (of rvlrich on lv 20er is usable for agricultur4.l , residental
and manufacturing purposps) for 4.5 ni1li-on inhabltants.2' According
to lttark Tier, editor of }\torld '!onev Analrrst, llong Kongts qrorvth
as "the financial capitat-oF-.r,sT?rr.*trits from lack of excharqe
controls, governnent intervention and taxes. The ltasis for IIons
Kongrs economic success can be summed as havinq no governnent
protected unions, no minimllm rrage larvs , lorv taxes, litt1e inter-
ference in the ernplovment of labor, no lrarri_ers to starting a
business, restrictions on foreiqn inve-stnents, no tariffs, e.uotas
or subsidies. As Tier remarks, "Tre free narket is the best econornic
system for any 'deve loning' cotmtrv. "23

Aside from the fact that central nlanning, and thus
government intervention in the rnarket nlace cannot replace the
nricing rnec!'ranism of mass-1eve1 transactional choicenaking, the
attemnt to inSttttrte this form of coercive statist intervention is
ahvavs r-rnjust and detrimental to the economi c and psychological
well-ftrnctioning of the peonle involved. Libertarianism recognizes
the psychological axion that no conscious individual can long
naintain a se-nse of self esteem and i-ncenti-ve to create value lvhen
he is compelled to be responsible for the actions and failings of
others.

Government intervention in the market nlace, aside from being
nothing more than legitimized theft and extortion, forces the
intelligent, the industriorrs, the thriftv and the cautior:s to
srrffer the nenalti"es of tlre foo1i.sh, the 7azv, the -snendthri,ft, and
the foolhardy. Individuals in the narket nlace suffer or benefit
from theiT or,/n choices. Thev learn, or fai 1 to learn, according
to the:r own capacity and disnosition. Contral nlanning, and to a
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lesser extent the rnixed economy, forces every individual to suffer
the faillngs and mjschoi"ces of evervone else. one is nenalized on
a graduated scale for beinq successful. One :-s made to pav in \{ays
too numerous to identifv for the rni-stalles of others. An intelliqent,
willing and efficient rvorker in a statist economy i-s truly a beast
of burden for everv malingering fool in "society." l\hat solace is
there for this sacrificial animal of stat:"sm, this rvhinning boy of
altrui"st-collecti,vism: the er-satz esteen rvhic\ cones of "conmtmit,.r
service," the cynical pat-on-the-l'rask of his seif-haling denendents,
and the sneering envy of every has-never-been narasite ryho claims
a portion of his life bv rleht. Onp needs to look no further for
the cause of most of the niiiiioloe:cal disorclers in modern society,

Libertarianism means far rnore than ,nere nolitical-econom:c
freedom. It means the onportunlty to lj-ve as a ful l human fieing for
every individual rvilling to rise to the task. Although individuals
would have the fu1l right to live as they sarv fit in a libertarian
society, providing thev did not seek to imnose their wavs on others
through the initiation of force, the demj"se of statisn permits the
rise of a ful1y rational forn of livine. It rvould Trermlt even/
{orm of voluntary social and cultural exneri.mentation to exist.
Rather than the coercive homogen:z1ng rvhich oresentlv takes nlace
in enforcing rigid forms of sexual interchanse and familial structures,
individuals could make r^rhateve" arranflements they desi"red. Those
wishing to live under an authoritarian collectrvjsrn r,rould be free
to do so, as long as every nerson involved had voluntarilv entered
into the socialist state. Tndividuals and grorrns could establish
any social order thev desired on their orrn nropertl'. The onlv basis
for rrolice intervention would lre the existence of a violation of
rights. Every form of religious and sectarlan conmunity could exist
unmolested.

A libertarian .societv r+ould he an extremely rich and
variagated culture. The di.versitv of individual life .stvles and
grouo j.nnovation rvould he ectualled only l',.' the economic-material
rvealth of a free economy. Lhdouhtedlv there r.vould renain conflict
and strife. There would he disnutes and existence of criminal
activities--sone of which conceivahle could reach a highly organized
scale. The big difference rvould he the non-ex'istence of the
biggest usurper of rational law: the State.

One does not have to lool5 to the totalitari"an regimes of the
communist bloc or the more traditional desnotisms of tmderdeveloped
nations to find real tyranny, renression and unsupportahle
coercion. The modern social democracies nernetuate the mvthologv
of "se1f-rule" by maioritarian electoral nrocess and renresentative
governnent. They perpetuate the erroneorrs notion that thej-r
actions Tepresent the rule of "larvil rvhen in fact, tltev are nothing
more than a nrocess of lcgitimized and institutionalized theft and
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and countertheft. The moclern social democrati.c state assllnes a
noral blank check on the lives and nroduct of its citizens. "l'lajority
rule" :,s nothing more than a constantly flrrctuating coalition of
interest groups nollaging a given minori.tv. There are no well-defined,
objective principles restrainins the legit!-mate nuTDose and functions
of the State, obviously hecause there can be none rvhicir rvould
stand the test of reasoni Only tlre vasue notion that anything can
be done to the individual if it aDrrears even nomentarilv to serve
an ostensillle collective good. .Democracy is a rnore soft-spoken
reiteration, in political form, that tlre end justifys the neans.
Or more specifically, the majoritarian ends can ahvays justifv,
througli their clout, the sacrifi.ce of mi-nority rights as a valid
means.

The instruments of democracv are those emnloved by tyrannies
throughout the ages. Conscrintion of individuals into nilitarv and
civil servj-ce in defense of freedom is analogous to raping for
cha-stity. Since rvhen is slaverv necessary for the defense of libertv?
It can never be. Taxation cannot he _iustified by a majority. If
one person opposes the taking of his nronertv that is theft. It
rnakes no difference in principle if he is rohbed bv one or by 50
million. The taking bv initiatory force of an indi"vidualr.s propertv
is theft. No amount of flor'ery language, 1ega1 tradi-tion, implied
Social Contracts, altruistic claims or collectivist rationales can
change the fact of theft, slaverv and rnurder rvhich are currentlv
accepted as "moral" in the contemnorarv rvorld.
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'The categorv of "defensive" force does in nrincinle extencr to
"retaliatory force;" although certain distinctions ."n b€ made hetrveen
the Uvo. The princinle :-nvolved is the ethical derivation of the
individual's prerogative to defend from attack, theft or threat,
a justifiably acquired value. Personal sovereignty v,'hich ultimately
derives from oners Trossession of oneself, including non-cornoreal
extensions, ethically mandates the assertion of one's rightful
interests. The nrotection of oners entitloment, the ethical iuris-
diction lvhich extends over the realn of oners material properties
and all accompariying nrerogati-ve-s, such as use, control , disnosition,
modification ets., is the logically derivaltle consequence of
onets volitional, and thus, iati-onallv conscious egoistic nature.
The intial forceful intrusion of another and the accompanying nresump-

,tior^ of a forced superimnosition of rvill debases the operative
."^':egrity of the vi"ctims volitional capacity and objectivelv
necessitates counterforce for removal of the invasion.
2 Th"tu is some di.sagreement rvithin the lihertarian movement on the
desirabliity of employing defensive force. Rohert LeFevre of
the extreme pacifist wing renortedly onposes the use of defensive
force even to the rroint of not breaking apart a set of manacles
belon.ging to oners enslaver. llost libertarians rvould agree, however,
that an individual is entitled to defend himself rvith force.
There is disagreement over the riqht of a nrivate citizen to engage
in hot nursuit and circumvent th.e jurisdictional authoritv of
governnent in executing private retal iation and enforced restitution
on the aggressor. The anarchocanitalist nurist, which is the
Dosition of the author, does not hrook the irnnosition of even
goverrrment mononoly on defensive force, as that is an infrinqenent
on the equal libertv of evetv indjvldual to comnete in the provision
of these services on the free and onen rnarket. Thus, the
individual, according to the latter, must he free to pursue the
criminal violatior. The nractical caveat that any plantiff wishing
to naintain the trust of his neighbors shotrld voluntarilv gain
the sanction of recognized juridical authorities in the annrehension
of the transgressor, does not reduce the essential freedom of the
individual to act in his own defense.

3 fhis is a de facto forfeiture. tllti-mately, onets right to oneself
is unalienablE.--Ti6ilever, resrronsibilitv for the conser{uences
of onefs actions and the conseouences of agencies under one?s authority
or control provides the ethical basis for tlre forceful imnosition
of liability. The forced phvsical intrusion into someone elsefs life
is grounds for the retaliatorv removal of the nhvsical agency
performing the intrusion. The integrated character, i.n nhysical
terms at least, of a volitlonal entitv requires the redirection of
force in assurj-ng canture over the aggressive entj-tv. A nhvsical
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intrusion by an aggressor Lowers the ethical identitv and de facto
recognition of self-sovereignty to the level of a mechanistic-
phenomenon. The initiation of force i.s ethically a self-disowning
act. The assertion of elenentary nossession (control) over the
nhysical instrument involved j-n the aggression does not require
explici.t transfer of entitlement as the presunntion of enti"tl,ement
is percentibly abandoned. An aggressor nercentible reCuces his status
to that of a rnechanical (non-self-determining) act of nature.

4 Psycho-epistemoloqy in this context referg to the consciorrs
capacitv of human beings to estahlish criteria for kno-rvledge and
for objectively knorvi-ng right from rvronq. The concept of "osycho-
epistemologv" rvas first develoned bv Barbara Rranden and has become
a central concept i"n Ayn P.andrs nhilosoohv of objecttvism and
ilathanial Branden's Biocentric Psychologv. In her For the lierv
Intellectual, (New York: Rnadom lJouse, 1961, p. l8) lli.ss Ran-d-enoloys
psyEiG-epGtemology to refer to an individualis "metho<l of
awareness.?r According to Branden: "Psvcho-enistenology is the study
of the nature of, and the relationshin befiveen, tlre conscious,
goal-setting, self-regulatory onerations of the mind, and the suir-
conscious, automatic operations." (N. Branden, The Psychologv of
-Se_L!-nst_gg., Nerv York, Bantan Books , 7971, o. 99;f-
5 the concept of individual rig-hts and its derivation from the ethic
of rational egoism is develoned by F.yn Rand in several essays i-n
a.collection of essays The Virtue of Selfishness.

Not all libertarians explicitlv develon the ethical argument for
individual rights from the ethic of rational egoism. As a con-
i'equence, nany libertarians are conceptuallv at a loss to consistently
defend the necessity of an individual's right to his (or her) ol.rn
life,: 4hus, the logically unnecessarv dehates over the ri-ght to abort
and the non-obligatory character of various categorj.es of "imnlied
contracts.f? Even Rand herself fails to drarv the ful1 logical con-
sequences of her ethi"cal svstem, ci- fact throrrn up to her by Rov A.
Childs .Ir. in 1969 (see it. A.'Chil<ts Jr., ',Ail orren l-etter to Arrn
Rand: Ob-jectivisn and the State'r Rational Individualist, August 1969)

6 I have subsumed these into a hlanket category called the
I'Authoritarian Complei." Brieflv, the authoritarian comDlex is the
system of ideas and attitudes rvhich rationalize and cultrrally
reinforce the existing svstem vrhich divests the individual of his
soverei.gn right to his olrn 1ife. N,rysticism rvhen reduced to basis,,
kernel asserts that the universe in rvhich al1 phenomenaL differences
of physical, material nature and of space and time are non-ex;"stent.
It further asserts that human cogniti.ve canacities and reasoning
are inferior rvays of knor,ring to the process of faith rvhich requires
relaince on i.ndeterminate soltrces. '!vsticism requires divesting
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oneself of one's cognitive authoritv--and relving on an external
nythical entity or irol,rer. Altruisn js the ethical doctrine rvhich
logically follows from mv.sticism which reluires one to llve i-n
opposition to oners rational interests. Collectivi-sm is a general
headi-ng applying to a varietv of social and nolitical doctrines
r.rhi-ch subordinate the right of the individual to the group and rvhich
th$rize the sr.rbstantial existence of the group in reified
foim. Statism is the organizecl and legal divestiture of individual
authority into ttre lrands of those holdine poh,er through the
coercive monorrolies of governnent. At every leve1, metanhvsical,
enistenological, ethical and nolitical-econornic, the individual is
divested frorn the authoritv of his r.ror1d, lris nind, his self-
esteem, his life and Dronerty. M excellent examnle of mysticism
can be gained in the Ilnneads of Plotinus, a nystic of the trr:-rd
centuryn quoted in IlimeiT-'Rrien, Vali€'ties of llvstic Exoerience
(Ner+ York: l,tentor-flmega Books , 1q6?;;;.7S:SfOI--Tre reTlif onshins
between mysticism, altruisrn, collectivism a:rd statism rtJere originally
discussed in a paper delivered bv the author before a nhilosonhy
class at the tlniversity of Idaho, '1oscow, "ltysticism, Altruism,
Collectisism and Statisrn: The trour Evils'r (soon to be published
by the Political Action Carrcus).

7 By this, I do not mean to sav that lihertarian intellectuals
or anyone for that matter shorrld be rrrevented from saving what thev
darnn wel l please. Undoubtedlv thev should ! l\hat thev must not
nernit themselves to do, however, is to fall orev to an epistemolog-
ical agnosticism by al1or+inq unresolved contradictj-ons to rernain
tmchallenged. If there is anythinq on rvhich li.hertarians can agree
uponl^tis the possibi-1i-tv and nece ssitv of knorving rie.ht fron wrong,
The Aristotelian nrinci,nle of identitl', of excluded niddle,
does not nermit dual identities, i.e. "A" is rrAlt or it is not "A".

8 There is for examnle, a great hue and cry about the availahilit-v
of "wilderness" areas for fi-rture qpnerations. The absurditv of
attempting to nremise an ethrcallv valid claim on Dropertv in the
name of non-existent Dersons rvith non-existent ancl unknorr'n desires
is a good exanple of the insanitv rvhich narks "justice" in the
Authoritarian Complex. It is not enough that the individual is
expropriated at evelv turn for the living and rert.uired to shoulder
the responsibilities and liabilities of the dead but now one is
conrpelled to sacrifi-ce for the unhorn. There is no end to the
types of injustice whi-ch the Authoritarian Comnlex concocts.

9 Thu author has r.'ritten severel essays on the invali-ctitv of fraud
as a legitimate libertarian prohibition. Fraud nunishes an
ind:..vidual for providing falsp information Jr for concealing
information for gain. T'he tsual arsument for the nrohibition against

1
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fraucl is that it results in the transfer of a value rvhich the
victim lvould have been unr+i1ling to give had the accurate or ful1
information been made available bv the other narty. The ca-se against
tlre prohi-bition of fraud is that t\e comrnission of deceit, is
not in itself an act which obiectivelv violate.s an indj-vi.duals ri.qht.
The rrrovi"si"on of information or the rvith-holding of i-nformation .-
are with:n tire legitimate Durogatives rvhich an individual mav exercj-se
over his possesslons. Giving awav false in€ormati.on does not
entitle the recinj-ent to a valid claim to damages. The fraud
notion is also rvrong because it involves nenaltv for intent and
not tire objective character and conseqlrence of the action itself.
Fraud is further invalidated bv its denendence on arbitrarv and
changing social convention and commrrnity standards on "hotv much

information and hotv accrrrate." For a fu11er discussion I refer
the reader to "The Fraud Ouestion" and "l{hv Fraud Is Not A l,ibertar-
ian Concept" pubiished hy the Political Action Caucus, Seattle,
lVashington, 1977 .

10 'l'he Droblem of communicating consent, and its ethical and
legal implication, are discussed at leneth in a paper loy the author:
"A Refutation of the Anti-Abortion Position" nunlished l;v tlre
Political Action Caucus, Seattle, Washington 1977. A good exanple
of the traditionalist argunent from "cornmon larr"' Dtecedent i.n
sunport of inrnlied contracts .an be found in an artj-c1e bv Ceorge
Steven Srvan,'rState lmperatives and Abortion: The Consistent
Enforcement of Contract" Ontion , \fa\r-.Tlrne 197fr , n. 12. i\{r. Srvan's
article is ful1 of losicaTTnconsistenci.e-s and is exemnlary of the" srrecious arguments advanced hy the residualist altrui.st, minaracist,
conservati-ve rving of the movement. I'le quotes Corbin on Contracts
that "a11 contracts are imnlied contracts" in as mucil?s rneanlngs
are "fotrnd by a process of irnnlication and jnference.r' l{hat Swan

convenientlv forgets is that exDlicit concents must be set forth to
permit inferential extrapolations. Srtran arques for "third partv
claimants" status for the fetus in snite of the non-existence of anvl

, -i agreement or even of the "third nartv" itself at the tine of the
acti.on. See mv "Rebuting Srvan on Ahortj.on" Jttne 1977.

11 this section obviously cannot deal vrith the entire issue of
abortion. It can onLv estahlish the core ethical conceDts and identifv
the abstract lega1 rights involved. Some rvorthrvhi,le background
on abortion is provided in Lucinda Cisler and .Ianes Clapnrs "Al'rortion
Ruling: Some Cood Ner^is....and Some Bad Netvs" r.nrinted bv the
Association of Li"bertarian Feminists rvith a 1976 Addenda, from
I'tajority Renort (74 Grove St. NYC 10014 Feb. 1973 and Oct 18, 1975
issues . )

l2 Rytt Rand, "The Objectivist Ethics" in The Virtue of Selfishness
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13 tn a recent article, rlike Dunn and tvnf<insky nrovide rvorth-
rnhile insights into the nosition of vounq'hrrmans j.n a libertarian
society. They arque successfu.tlv that children are discriminated
against and violently abused under the paternatistic statlst system.
They point out that everv rationale for legal. discrimi-nation aqainst
children i1,' not neces.sarily specific to children. They correctlv
proscribe punitive cornoreal ntmishrnent and recognize the personal
sovereignty of children, they state: "Adults should t-t"u" 1o look
upon children as sovereign individuals who are canable of assumi-ng
responsibility and resnecting the rights of others". Dunn and
Ki.nskv, horvever, do take some unsunportalrle ethicaL posi-tions. They
say "There slrould be no question of the moral resnonsibilltv of
parents torvard a child tirev have brought into the world. The
integrity of their cornmitment, as r,'e11 as benevolenc$or,rards another
conscious being, should motivate the parents to rear rthe child
safely and tvi-se1y." Although Darents are nerfectly free to make
that choice, there is no comDelling ethical rea-son for then to sac-
rifice a value merely to this undefined condition called "benevol,'nce."
Dunn and Kinksy fail to exrrlai#8rigi.n of this resnonsibility or
why its validity is so obviorrsly unquestionable. Tn the light of
rational egoism, their assertion is, at the very hest, suspect.
Benevolence is defined as "a disnosition to do good," or "e.R act
of kindness" (lVebsterrs Seventh Nerv Collegiate Dicti-onary, G 6 C

I'lerriam Co. Springfield, 1970, ) For a rational nerson, the hest good
he can perform is to act in his orvn rational interests r"ithout
infringing on the rights of others. There is no arriori necessity
from this to do good, or act kindlv to children, even one's ol^/n--
how which fits tlie rational, ob jective cateqori.es of obligation in
any case. The Dunn-Kinskv argument from benevolence srnacks of the
hocus pocus back-door altnrism r*hicir affli.cts the residualist
personality. Dunn and Kinskv, "Growing lJp: The Case for Children's
Rights" Option , Jtme 1976 , o. 11.

14 the cument collective-statist orientation of the feminist
liberation movement is being effectively redressed at the philosophical
level by the rvork of the Association of Libertarian Feminists.
The contradiction of re_jecting masculine authoritariani"srn on the
one hand while demanding tlre authoritarian intrnsion of the State
for coercive redistribution has heen identified in ALF literature
e.g'.'Covernment Is lVomen's llnemv" by Sharon Pre::v and Lvnn Kinsky;
"Capitalism Liberates lVomen" hy Tonie \athan and "Lihertarianism and
Feminism" bv Sharon Preslev. (Association or Li.bertarian Feminints
20(r l.tercer St . New York , N.Y. 10012 , 272-67 4-8154) .

15 Frederick Engels summarizes this nosition -quite clearly in his
Socialism, iltopian and Scientific (Nerv York, International Publisher,
1955.)"The materialist conception of history starts from the
proposition that the production of the means to sunport human life
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arrd next to production, the exchange of things produced, is the basis
of all social structure---From thi.s point of viern'the final causes
of all social changes and nolitical revolutions are to he sought,
not in menrs brains, not in mants better insight into external truth
and justice, but in changes in the modes cf production and exchangg.'
(See p. s4).

16 Paul t't. Sweezy, one of the leacling rnoclern exponents of l'larxist
doctine clearly demonstrates the tendency to reify in his definition
of social relations:

Society
a number
more or
italist...._p. 5. )

is more than a number
of individuals among

less stahle relations
Develonment, New York

of individuals. It is
rvhom certain definite and
exist. (The Theorv of Can-
, rlodern nCfr'er T6erbact<Jl 1g+2,

This vierv seems entirely plausible, horvever, its implications
become absurd under closer examination. The existence of "society"
according to Siveezy denends on suhstantive and phenornenal
character of ". . . more or less stahle relations." Rut in fact,
"relations" refer to the actions and interactions of real entities
in space --tlie concent of "relation" does not exist exceDt as a dis-
enbodied abstraction. As such it has use in reasoninq but it
cannot be emploved to attribute srrbstance, and thus, indenentlv
real existence to "society." Indi.vidual human heings act, choose,
suffer and enjov - - "social relations" do not. Society is an
abstraction devoid of content, except in the irnaginings of social
metaphvsicians such as llarx, Engels, Srveezv and comoany.

17 A"tll,r" Schlesinger Jr. exnlains "fn otlrer words, the inmense
expansion of the 19th Cerrtury t',ras not acconnanied by rising nrices
at all but by FALLII'IG prices." Schlesinger, in snite of his
historicaL research, lras no understanding of free market econornics.
For instance he srreaks of "administrative inflation," as aside from
monetary inflation, rvhich results from the por,,,er of firms to set
nricaS "fTea from the restrai-nts of market comnetition..." Firms
can only get "free" fron market competition rvhen qovernment regula-
tory agencies and subsidies protect them from competition.
Schlesinger rvho essentially admits to the failure of rnarket
controls, feels that they mav somehor,r "rvork weLl .when admini-stered
by people rvho believe in them." Schlesinqer's belief is as
absurd as the notion that one rvould be less dead if shot in the
brain by a friend. A. Schlesinger .fr. "llow About Taking Inflation
Seriously", lVall Street Journal, October 30, 1974.

18 Arnorrg the authors who should be consulted are: Ludrviq von \{ises,
IIenry Hazlitt, Friederich A. llayek and l\lurray N. Rothbard.
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19 l,'tort of the major prohlems faced in modern tines by the undercap-
italized nations of the so-ca1led 'rThird" and "Fourth Worlds"
result from the retardative influences of "oriento-l" bureaucracies
and theit- political-economic nredations, or of the stultification
of individual entrepreneurship and technical charge in communal-tribal
societies. China, for examole, has had a wealth of intelligent,

industrious individuals in a region rich in natural resources. At
every point in Chinese history the rise of industry rvas held back,
not by a lack of inventiveness, but by an ethical clisregard for
the rights of the individual. Present-day problems of farn'ins,
flood and drought are the direct results of statist nractices in
earlier times. A great work on the tyrannical bureaucracies, the
forerunners of the modern totalitarian states, is Karl A. lvilt-
fogel's q4gllel Desnotisn: A Comnaritive Studv of Total U". (Nuru

Haven, Yale llniversitv Press, 1957.)

20 Vin""nt LL,-Ui1ler presents a series of stunning <lescriDtions
for some of..r'easorsbehind the famines rvhich conti.nuouslv nlague the
undeveloped nations. lle explains that aqricultural productivitv
is lorv because of a lack of industrialization and the latter
cannot function effecientlv rr'ithout nrivate investment and managenent.
l\rhere the government Tegulation of industry is an impedirnent to
its grorvth in the few quasi-nrolrietarian democracies, central
planning is the stultification of industry and collectivizatiory the
ruination of agriculture. l\'tiller points to the fact that in Soviet
Russia the privately-orrned garden rrlots of Russian Deasants
comprising only 3oa of the total agricultural area produces
the total Soviet farm output. IIe noints out that prior to
shevik takeover, the tlkraine was the food exnot'ting 'hread
basket" of liurope. (V. H. l.liLler "$Jorld Fanine-A Political
Phenomenon?" Option V. IV #4, p.6) An analysis of Chinese
communist agricultural problems resulting from bureaucratic
nanagement is available; John Lossing Buck et a1, Food ard
culture in Comnunist China (London: Frederich A. Praeger,
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23 &g. p. 6?.
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